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DETAILED ACTION 
Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 37 CFR 
1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is eligible for continued 
examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the 
finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's 
submission filed on 1/27/2006 has been entered. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's amendments overcame the outstanding rejections under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph. 

3. Applicant failed to persuasively rebut the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Applicant argued that the context of Brown taught that logging had to occur remotely. The act of 
logging remotely was more difficult to perform than the act of logging locally, since network transmission 
was involved. Applicant admitted that the '190 patent gave motivation for alternate logging locations in 
the remarks, page 4. 

5. The citation of column 5 is restated here: The event logging system is also designed to permit 
the operator to configure where the events are actually logged to promote flexibility in resource allocation. 
At step 106, the event information is logged in the selected database, which might be located at the 
headend [22] or another remote location. Consideration of context showed that such an alternate logging 
location might be remote. The skilled artisan would recognize that if a database could be located 
remotely for storing information, then it could also be located locally. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1,4-10, 24-25, and 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Brown (U.S. Patent No. 5,857,190). 

8. In regard to claim 1 , Brown discloses receiving a notice of locally-originated loggable information 
and logging said information as shown in Brown, Figures 2 and 4, column 2, lines 36-56, and column 2, 
lines 59-66. Brown discloses selectively making an entry in a log, as shown in column 5, lines 25-29 and 
lines 43-50. Brown discloses selectively making an entry in a remote log according to a separate criterion 
in column 7, lines 62-67 (based on reporting at specified times or when a selected number of events have 
been recorded therein). Brown discloses logging, but fails to explicitly disclose that logging can be 
performed locally. Brown does state that the components of the event system can be distributed over the 
entertainment network system (column 7, lines 32-33), the events can be forwarded to an alternate 
location (column 7, lines 46-53), a locally-based event evaluator for screening the events (column 5, lines 
43-45), and that the operator can configure where the events are actually logged (column 5, lines 37-40). 
Since Brown has given both motivation for alternate logging (flexibility in resource allocation, column 5, 
lines 39-40) and the ability to configure where the events are logged (column 5, lines 37-40), it would be 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to include local logging capability within Brown to allow for 
backup storage of events and to allow storage of events in case of a lost connection with a remote 
logging service. 

9. In regard to claim 4, Brown is applied as in claim 1 . Brown logs events in the remote log based 
on the number of events (criterion having been satisfied) received by an event buffer, which is different 
from determining whether an item is "loggable" in the Brown invention. See Brown, column 7, lines 62- 
67. This is selectively making an entry in a remote log contingent upon said first criterion having been 
satisfied. 

1 0. In regard to claim 5, Brown is applied as in claim 1 . Brown further discloses wherein said first 
criterion and said second criterion are respective levels of information priority. The first criterion in Brown 
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as shown in claim 1 is determining whether an event is "loggable". The second criterion in Brown is 
based upon when the event occurred and how many events have occurred since the last batch remote 
logging. These are respective levels of information priority. 

11. In regard to claims 6-7, Brown is applied as in claim 5. Brown fails to disclose assigning numbers 
in a certain fashion to priority level information and using those numbers with predetermined values in 
order to filter events. However, Brown does disclose assigning numbers to priority level information and 
using that number to partition events so the administrator can "selectively determine the level of events 
that are reported" in column 6, lines 25-33. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
to assign numbers in any way to priority levels and use them to filter information using any method, 
because assigning numbers in any specific order and deciding which ones in a group to select based 
upon their number is basic mathematics. 

12. In regard to claim 8, Brown is applied as in claim 1. Brown further discloses use of a storage 
area network, as illustrated in the usage of "distribution network" in the abstract, Figure 1, and the 
descriptions given in column 3, lines 7-44 and column 4, lines 8-1 1 . 

1 3. In regard to claim 9, Brown is applied as in claim 1 . Brown further discloses said first criterion is a 
level of information priority. See Brown, column 5, line 43 - column 6, line 33. 

14. Claim 10 meets the same limitations of claims 1 and 4, and their rejections are likewise applicable 
against claim 10. 

1 5. Claim 24 meets the same limitations of claim 1 , and the rejection of claim 1 is likewise applied 
against claim 24. 

16. Claim 25 meets the same limitations of claim 1 , and the rejection of claim 1 is likewise applied 
against claim 25. 

17. Claim 33 meets the same limitations of claim 4, and the rejection of claim 1 is applied against 
claim 33. 

18. Claim 34 meets the same limitations of claim 5, and the rejection of claim 5 is applied against 
claim 34. 
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1 9. Claim 35 meets the same limitations of claim 8, and the rejection of claim 8 is applied against 
claim 35. 



20. Claim 26 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Brown in view of Nemitz 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,381,712). 

21 . In regard to claim 26, Brown is applied as in claim 25. Brown fails to disclose the use of JINI or 
JCORE distributed computing technology. However, Nemitz discloses the use of JINI for error detection. 
See Nemitz, column 3, lines 13-48. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify Brown with Nemitz for the purpose of avoiding drivers and connection 
procedure and adding devices freely to a self-managing network (Nemitz, column 3, lines 13-21). Brown 
gives motivation for the combination by stating that in order for remote logging to occur, computers must 
known what devices are going to log events. (Brown, column 2, lines 1-7). By adding a device without 
connection procedures, but rather by using JINI, Brown would easily be able to detect other devices on 
the network. The art is analogous because both Brown and Nemitz deal with error detection and 
notification. 



22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 



Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Jeffrey R. Swearingen whose telephone number is (571) 272-3921 . The examiner can 
normally be reached on M-F 8:30-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Jason Cardone can be reached on 571-272-3933. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
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